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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
STIL WYN, INC., 
Plaintiff-Appellant, 
V. 
ROKAN CORPORATION, a Delaware 
corporation; ROKAN FINANCIAL SERVICES, 
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company; 
ROKAN PARTNERS, A LIMITED 
PARTNERSHIP, an Idaho limited partnership; 
ROKAN PROPERTY SERVICES, LLC, an Idaho 
limited liability company; ROBERT A. KANTOR, 
individual; MICHAEL PAGE, individual; 
MICHAEL EDWARD PAGE TRUST; MICHAEL 
PAGE 2008 REVOCABLE TRUST; IDAHO 
FIRST BANK, an Idaho corporation; GREGORY 
LOVELL, individual; ANACONDA 
INVESTMENTS, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company; ANACONDA MANAGERS, LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company; PORTFOLIO 
FB-IDAHO, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company; W ALI INVESTMENTS, LLC, an Idaho 
limited liability company; DAVID W ALI, 
individual; BRYAN FURLONG, individual; JOHN 
SOFRO, individual; JOHN DOES 1-20, 
Defendants-Respondents-Cross-
Appellants. 
Supreme Court Docket No. 41451-2013 
Blaine County No. CV 2011-785 
CROSS-APPELLANTS' REPLY BRIEF 
Appeal from the District Court of the Fifth Judicial District of the State of Idaho 
in and for the County of Blaine 
The Honorable Jonathan Brody, District Judge, Presiding. 
B. Newal Squyres 
Ted C. Murdock 
HOLLAND & HART LLP 
800 W. Main Street, Suite 1750 
P. 0. Box 2527 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff-Appellant, 
Stilwyn, Inc. 
Richard H. Greener 
Thomas J. Lloyd III 
GREENER BURKE SHOEMAKER OBERRECHT P.A. 
950 W. Bannock Street, Suite 950 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 319-2600 
Facsimile: (208) 319-2601 
Attorneys for Respondents/Cross-Appellants, 
Michael Page, Michael Edward Page Trust, 
Michael Page 2008 Revocable Trust, John 
Sofro, Bryan Furlong, Wali Investments, LLC, 
David Wali, Anaconda Investments, LLC, 
Anaconda Managers, LLC, Portfolio FB-ldaho, 
LLC, Rokan Property Services, LLC, Rokan 
Financial Services, LLC, and Robert A. Kantor 
William H. Thomas 
Daniel E. Williams 
THOMAS, WILLIAMS & PARK, LLP 
121 N. 9th Street, Suite 300 
P. 0. Box 1776 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1776 
Attorneys for Defendants-Respondents, Greg 
Lovell & Idaho First Bank 
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INTRODUCTION 
In dismissing as a matter of law the assertion of claims against the Page Respondents I by 
Stilwyn Inc. ("Stilwyn"), the District Court properly recognized Stilwyn could not "simply pick and 
choose where and when to file its claims." (R. Vol. 5, p. 1099.) Accordingly, the District Court 
correctly perceived Stilwyn as having chosen to intervene in the Federal Case to assert its claims, 
engaged in substantial litigation related to its claims, and, ultimately, when faced with opposition 
from the Page Respondents sought to "maneuver past the opposition." (Id.) For this reason, the 
District Court rightly concluded that Stilwyn had "chose to join the fray in the Federal Case and 
must live with the consequences." (Id.) Thus, as noted in the Page Respondents' Brief, the Court 
properly held one of those consequences to be the imposition of the prohibitive bar ofresjudicata to 
Stilwyn's later assertion of those claims in the State Case. (Id.) However, the District Court failed to 
impose another consequence of Stilwyn's actions with regard to the Federal Case, namely, the 
imposition of the costs and attorney fees incurred by the Page Respondents for having to respond to 
Stilwyn's claims in the State Case when those claims should have never been asse11ed in this forum 
in the first place. It is the District Court's failure to impose that additional consequence which serves 
as the basis for the Page Respondents' Cross-Appeal. 
1 For purposes of this brief, "Page Respondents" shall refer to Michael Page, Michael Edward Page 
Trust, Michael Page 2008 Revocable Trust, John Sofro, Bryan Furlong, Wali Investments, LLC, 
David Wali, Anaconda Investments, LLC, Anaconda Managers, LLC, Portfolio FB-Idaho, LLC, 
Rokan Property Services, LLC, Rokan Financial Services, LLC, and Robert A. Kantor. 
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ARGUMENT 
In seeking to avoid the full and complete consequences of its determination to voluntarily 
intervene, actively participate and then maneuver out of the Federal Case, Stilwyn relies heavily, and 
repeatedly, on the District Court's ultimate conclusion that Stilwyn's claims were not "frivolous, 
umeasonable, or without foundation." (Cross-Respondent's Brief, page 22-23 .) In presenting these 
conclusions, Stilwyn highlights the District Court's recognition that "while awarding attorney fees in 
some res judicata cases has been done in the past, there is no rule that this must happen in every res 
judicata case." (R. Vol. 5, p. 1300.) However, while the Page Respondents believe that an 
examination ofldaho authority on the subject does conclude that very point, even the individualized 
facts of this case compel this conclusion such that any other determination can only be found to be 
an abuse of discretion. 
In particular, the Page Respondents' note that the District Court's sole examination of the 
many Idaho cases where a finding of res judicata did result in the imposition of fees and costs is 
limited to a single sentence distinguishing all those cases on the basis that the prohibition of 
Stilwyn's conduct "was not obviously clear." (R. Vol. 5, p. 1300.) The difficulty with the District 
Court's detennination to permit Stilwyn to escape financial responsibility for the consequence of its 
blatant forum shopping is in direct opposition to the District Court earlier determination to impose 
the consequence of res judicata upon Stilwyn in the first instance. Having determined that the facts 
surrounding Stilwyn's conduct in the Federal Case should not be countenanced and the doctrine of 
res judicata should be imposed, the Page Respondents' assert that those same conclusions require an 
award of attorney fees and costs. 
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Once again, the intentional and significant participation by Stilwyn in the Federal Case 
should not and cannot be ignored. While Stilwyn has embarked upon a purposeful recharacterization 
of its prior participation in the Federal Case in these proceedings, it cannot escape its own 
characterization in the Federal Case wherein it admitted: 
Stilwyn has actively pursued its rights against Anaconda under the slander of title 
claim, including participation in the status conference regarding that claim and 
setting a trial date, serving discovery requests, receiving discovery responses, 
noticing and taking depositions, all in preparation for the Court trial set for July 11, 
2011. 
(R. Vol. 2, p. 321.) 
After having voluntarily intervened and litigated consistent with "its stated intent to pursue 
the slander of title claim" (R. Vol. 2, pp. 327-328) Stilwyn detennined to abandon the Federal Case 
with a clear, but unexpressed intent to "actively litigate" its slander of title claim again in a 
subsequent State Case. It is this active litigation in a prior proceeding involving claims which were, 
or at the very least could have been, asserted by Stilwyn and which prior proceeding was ultimately 
concluded in a final judgment dismissing all claims that compelled the District Court to con-ectly 
hold that Stilwyn's claim was dismissed with prejudice and it could not "look further than that." 
(R. Vol. 5, p. 1101.) Yet it is these very same facts which make Stilwyn virtually indistinguishable 
from a plaintiff who voluntarily dismisses its claims against a defendant in one proceeding only to 
seek to reasse11 that claim in a different forum (Davidson v. Davidson, 150 Idaho 455, 248 P.3d 242 
(2011)) or a plaintiff who permits judgment to be entered in one forum only to subsequently seek to 
asse11 its claim in another (Cole v. Kunzler, 115 Idaho 552, 768 P.2d 815 (Ct. App. 1989))). In each 
of those cases, the dismissal of the claims on the basis of res judicata was accompanied by a 
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subsequent recognition, with later confirmation by this Corni, of the frivolous, unreasonable and 
without foundation nature of the plaintiffs conduct. In fact, it words strikingly similar to the District 
Court's own, the Court of Appeals held '"once the res judicata defense became so blatantly 
apparent,' further litigation became frivolous." Cole, 115 Idaho at 558, 768 P.2d at 821. Stilwyn's 
efforts to incorporate its briefing below with distinguishing facts notwithstanding, the same 
conclusion was required in this case. 
Accordingly, there is but one conclusion, which is equally applicable to the determination of 
whether res judicata applies or whether fees should be awarded when res judicata is determined to 
apply, and that conclusion is the very same one reached by the District Comi in its earlier decision. 
(R. Vol. 5, p. 1099.) Stilwyn, having chosen to join the fray in the Federal Case must live with the 
consequences (R. Vol. 5, p. 1099), which consequences include not only the dismissal of its claims 
in the State Case but the imposition of the paiiy defendants attorney fees and costs obtaining that 
dismissal. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 6th day of November, 2014. 
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GREENER BURKE SHOEMAKER OBERRECHT P.A. 
By --rt T ct, 1= 
Richard H. Greener 
Thomas J. Lloyd III 
Attorneys for Respondents/Cross-Appellants 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 6th day of November, 2014, two (2) true and con-ect 
copies of the within and foregoing instrument was served upon: 
B. Newal Squyres 
Ted C. Murdock 
HOLLAND & HART, LLP 
U.S. Bank Plaza 
800 W. Main Street, Suite 1750 
P.O. Box 2527 
Boise, ID 83701-2527 
D U.S. Mail 
D Facsimile (208) 343-8869 
fZ] Hand Delivery 
D Overnight Delivery 
D Email 
Attorneys for Plaintiff-Appellant Stilwyn, Inc. 
William H. Thomas 
Daniel E. Williams 
THOMAS, WILLIAMS & PARK, LLP 
121 N. 9th Street, Suite 300 
P. 0. Box 1776 
Boise, Idaho 83701-177 6 
Attorneys for Defendants-Respondents Greg 
Lovell & Idaho First Bank 
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D U.S. Mail 
D Facsimile (208) 345-7894 
fZ] Hand Delivery 
D Overnight Delivery 
D Email 
Thomas J. Lloyd III 
